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MITIGATION ACTIONS OF DEVELOPING COUNTRIES:

Abstract

This paper demonstrates that, in accordance with the provisions of the Convention and relevant
decisions taken by the Conference of the Parties (COP) to the Convention, Nationally Appropriate
Mitigation Actions (NAMAs) by developing countries, as contained in paragraph 1 (b) (ii) of the BAP,
are not obligations of developing countries under the Convention. Reporting on any mitigation or
adaptation actions taken by developing countries is entirely voluntary. The paper further demonstrates
that there is an obligation for developed country Parties to report on their commitments on the
provision of financial resources, the facilitation and promotion of access to and transfer of technology,
and meeting costs of adaptation,' and that this information is subject to review.? There are existing
provisions under the Convention that cover the requirement for the measurement, reporting and
verification (MRV) of the enabling means of support for the implementation of NAMAs. There are,
however, no provisions for the obligatory MRV of NAMAs under the Convention. The provision

of enabling means for the implementation of NAMAs by developing countries is an obligation of
developed countries under the UNFCCC and cannot be done through the carbon markets.

All the views expressed in this paper are the author’s alone, based on her background knowledge of the Convention and the COP decisions, and
there fore do not represent those of any country or groups of countries under the UNFCCC.

1 Article 12.3

2 Article 10.2 (b)



1. 1 A contentious decision in Bali

The final plenary meeting of the 13" session of
the Conference of the Parties in Bali, Indonesia,
in December 2007 was marked by a series of dra-
matic incidents that underlined the lack of con-
sensus on outstanding, contentious issues within
the negotiations under the Bali Action Plan.

One of the most difficult issues for developing
country Parties was the language in sub-par
agraph 1 b (ii) of Decision 1/CP13 of the Bali
Action Plan. Negotiated in a small group that was
closed to many high-level officials of developing
countries, this particular paragraph prevented
agreement on the draft decision during the last
plenary meeting of the Group of 77 (a UN group-
ing of 132 developing countries) and China. Also,
the draft text presented to the final plenary did
not fully reflect the understanding of the devel-
oping country representatives who negotiated
this paragraph.

Consensus within the G77 and China was only
reached after intensive final consultations, when
a substantive change was made and presented by
India in the final plenary, placing the phrase ‘in
a measurable, reportable and verifiable manner’
at the end instead of the beginning of the sub-
paragraph. The addition of a comma in the final
printed version of the decision, however, gave
rise to conflicting interpretations of the para-
graph, which then read as follows:

‘1. (b) Enhanced national/international action
on mitigation of climate change, including, inter

alia, consideration of:

(ii) Nationally-appropriate mitigation actions by

developing country Parties in the context of sus-
tainable development, supported and enabled by
technology, financing and capacity-building, in a
measurable, reportable and verifiable manner.’

India also revised the heading in paragraph 1
(b) to put a slash between the words ‘national’
and ‘international’, in line with the commitments
under Article 4.1 of the Convention, which are
either one or the other, depending on the nature
of the obligation referred to in that Article.

1.2 A long-standing issue

Mitigation actions by developing countries, in
particular greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions re-
ductions, are a long-standing issue underlying
many of the negotiations under the UN Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)
since its adoption in 1992 and its entry into force
in 1995.

In particular, negotiations on guidelines for na-
tional communications of non-Annex I Parties
to the Convention, which include all developing
country Parties, have been marked by intense
discussions on how non-Annex I countries would
reflect references to any activity relating to miti-
gation in these communications.

This contentious issue also arises in negotiations
on the guidance to any operating entity or enti-
ties of the financial mechanism of the Conven-
tion, because of the direct linkage of the provi-
sion of financial resources to developing coun-
tries and the preparations of their national com-
munications. These preparations are financed on
an agreed full cost basis, while all other imple-
menting measures subject to cooperative action
covered by Article 4.1 are financed on an agreed
full incremental cost basis, as provided for in Ar-
ticle 4.3 of the Convention.



Financing for all climate change activities under
the Convention are currently channelled through
an operating entity of the financial mechanism of
the Convention, the Global Environment Facil-
ity (GEF). Voluntary financing for other climate
change-related activities also can be channelled
through institutions outside the framework of
the financial mechanism of the Convention, such
as bilateral, regional or multilateral institutions.

1.3 Consideration of developing

countries’ national communications

Developed countries have consistently taken
the position that developing countries’ national
GHG inventories contained in non-Annex I com-
munications are to be subject to review. This,
however, is contrary to the provisions of the
Convention and has just as consistently been
rejected by developing countries. The inclusion
of NAMAs in the BAP now provides a further op-
portunity for developed countries to insist on
the measurement and verification of these inven-
tories of emissions.

2.1 Voluntary actions by

developing country Parties

By definition, a NAMA can be determined by a
country for itself alone. What is ‘nationally ap-
propriate’ cannot be defined for one country by
another, and particularly not by an international
institution. Suggestions that internationally
agreed assessments should be necessary to carry
out a NAMA formulation, or asking whether
NAMAs should be undertaken within the context
of the sustainable development of each develop-
ing country, are entirely inconsistent with the

provisions of the Convention.

There is likewise no obligation for developing
countries to undertake mitigation actions under
the Convention. The only national obligation for
all Parties, including developing country Parties,
on nationally formulated actions relate mainly
to impact assessment and minimization of the
adverse effects of mitigation and adaptation

projects and measures.’

The sole provision in the Convention that could
be possibly be interpreted to require mitigation
actions on the part of developing country Parties
to the Convention is Article 4.1 (b).

The heading of this Article refers to all Parties,
taking into account their common but differen-
tiated responsibilities and their specific national
and regional development priorities, objectives
and circumstances. These Parties are obliged to

‘formulate, implement, publish and regularly
update national and, where appropriate, region-
al programmes containing measures to mitiga-
tion climate change by addressing anthropogenic
emissions by sources and removals by sinks...
and measures to facilitate adequate adaptation

to climate change.’

The obligation is therefore related to the prepara-
tion and publication of national communications

3 Article 4.1 (f)



including information on national programmes
that contain measures to mitigate as well as to
adapt to climate change, and their implementa-
tion. Taken together with the requirements for
the contents of national communications, imple-
mentation still does not specifically refer to miti-
gation actions by developing countries.

2.2 Developed country Parties’

mitigation commitments

In line with the principle of common but differ-
entiated responsibilities permeating all of the
articles of the Convention, Article 4.2 provides
that developed country Parties ‘commit themselves
specifically’ to ‘adopt national policies and take cor-
responding measures on the mitigation of climate
change...’* (underlining supplied)

The balance between the differentiated respon-
sibilities provides the basis for the first element
of the position of the Group of 77 and China
on paragraph 1 (b) (ii) of the Bali Action Plan,
namely that

‘nationally-appropriate mitigation actions for
developing country Parties...are distinct from
the mitigation commitments of developed coun-
try Parties under its paragraph a (b) (i), both in
magnitude and in legal nature.”

4 Article 4.2, heading, and sub-paragraph (a)

5 Doc. no. FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.1, page 84, B, Proposal 1, x.2,
sub-paragraph (a).

3.1 Only NAMAs that are supported and
enabled in a measurable, reportable and
verifiable manner can be in turn be subject

to measurement, reporting and verification
There are no provisions or decisions related to
assessments of the formulation of national pro-
grammes, and much less so for the actions that
result from the implementation of the meas-
ures contained in these national programmes. It
should also be understood that, while it would
be possible for NAMAs that are supported and
enabled to be measured, reported and verified,
what are subject to MRV are the actions them-
selves, and not necessarily the results or effects
of these actions.

There is therefore no comparison that can be
made between the MRV of NAMAs and the cer-
tification of emission reduction units that is un-
dertaken with project activities under the clean
development mechanism (CDM) of the Kyoto
Protocol, nor can similar verification activities
be conducted for NAMAs.

3.2 MRYV for enabling means

and support for NAMAs

The only relevant provision for reporting that
exists in the Convention is the obligation for de-
veloped country Parties to include ‘details of mea-
sures taken in accordance with Article 4, paragraphs 3,
4 and 5'°, which deal, respectively, with the pro-
vision of new and additional resources, including
the transfer of technology, meeting the costs of
adaptation, and the promotion, facilitation and
financing of the transfer of and access to envi-
ronmentally sound technologies and know-how,

6  Article 12.3



particularly to developing country Parties.

In accordance with this obligation, guidelines for
the national communications of developed coun-
try Parties contain specific provisions for report-
ing on the implementation of these obligations.”

In reporting on channels of such financing,
Annex 1 Parties are called upon to distinguish
clearly between the financing activities under-
taken by the public sector and the private sector,®
and also to distinguish between the information
on funding provided through the Global Envi-
ronment Facility (GEF), other institutions and
bilateral agencies.’

What should therefore be established under the
ongoing negotiations are modalities for report-
ing, verifying and measuring the implementation
of developed country Parties of their commit-
ments to provide financial resources, including
those for transfers of technology, to promote and
facilitate access to and transfer environmentally
sound technologies, and to meet the costs of ad-
aptation of particularly vulnerable countries, in
accordance with Articles 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 of the
Convention.

It must be recalled that these obligations refer
to enabling means for developing countries
to undertake both adaptation and mitigation
activities.

To ensure effectiveness and accountability, this
mechanism for MRV of commitments by devel-
oped country Parties should be placed under
the authority of the COP, through the Execu-

7 Decision 9/CP.2, Annex, paragraph 42, sub-paragraphs (a) to (e).
8  Ibid., paragraph 43

9  Ibid., paragraph 44

tive Board of the financial mechanism under the
Convention, as proposed by the Group of 77 and
China.

3.3 MRV for Enabled NAMAs

The Group of 77 and China have taken the po-
sition that only those NAMAs that are enabled
and supported by measurable, reportable and
verifiable financing, transfer of technology and
capacity-building can be subject to any MRV
procedure.!

Modalities for the measurement, reporting and
verification of enabled and supported NAMAs
are still to be defined through decisions to be
taken by the COP.

3.4 Proposal on NAMAs from

the European Community

The position taken by developing countries
clearly contrasts with that of the European Com-
munity (EC) on the formulation of ‘low-carbon
development strategies and plans (LCDSs)’ for
developing countries, for the ‘linking of MRV
action with support in a MRV manner.'!

Furthermore, the EC proposes that LCDSs make
a differentiation between those actions that can
be financed domestically and those that would
need support.

This proposal not only denies any commitment
under the Convention for the provision of finan-
cial resources for enabling means for mitigation
and adaptation actions in developing countries
by reducing these means to mere ‘support; it also
suggests that developing countries could finance
some of these actions themselves.

10 FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/IF.1, page 85, sub-paragraph (e)
11 FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/MISC.1/Add.4, pages 10 to 14.



Even worse, the proposal completely reverses the
balance of differentiated responsibilities under
the Convention, which states that the effective
implementation of developing countries’ com-
mitments under the Convention will depend on
the effective implementation of developed coun-
tries’ commitments related to financial resources
and transfers of technology.!

Taken together with the EC proposal for a long-
term goal that would include emission reductions
by developing countries, as well as purchases of
emission reduction credits from them through
the carbon market, this position is completely in-
consistent with the UNFCCC and as such is prov-
ing to be a main stumbling block to any agreed
outcome on NAMAs in Copenhagen.

3.5 Financing mitigation actions

under the Convention

Mitigation actions covered by the measures
under national or regional programmes are to be
financed separately from the other implementing
measures such as the formulation, publication
and regular updating of these programmes, as
agreed by Parties to the Convention in a deci-
sion taken at the first session of the Conference
of the Parties in 1995.5

In its decision on the initial guidance to be
given to any operating entity or entities regard-
ing the financial mechanism of the Convention,
the formulation by developing country Parties
of nationally determined programmes to address
climate change issues which are in accordance
with national development priorities should be
financed, including capacity-building and relat-
ed activities.

12 Article 4.7

13 Decision 11/CP1, paragraph 1 (b) on programme priorities, sub-
paragraph (iv)

Financing for the implementation of national
programmes both for adaptation and mitigation
adopted by developing country Parties could be
provided upon request. In addition, financing
should be provided for the agreed activities to
mitigate climate change contained in the nation-
al programmes.*

It is therefore clear that what are financed under
the Convention are the formulation, capacity-
building and all other activities related to the
formulation, management and regular updating
of national programmes which are in accordance
with national development priorities. Financing
of the implementation of these programmes is
provided upon request. In respect of this imple-
mentation, the agreed activities to mitigate cli-
mate change should also be supported.

Moreover, developing country Parties may, again
on a voluntary basis, propose projects for financ-
ing, including the financing of technologies and
practices needed to implement measures to ad-
dress climate change, if possible together with
estimates of all incremental costs, of the reduc-
tions of emissions and increments of removals of
GHGs, and of any consequent benefits.”

Proposals suggesting that NAMAs should be sub-
ject to MRV, put in place or formulated before
they can be enabled and supported by financing,
technology and capacity-building are therefore
in direct contravention of the provisions of the
Convention.

Any listing or registry that would be established
involving NAMAs that are supported and enabled
in a MRV manner should be instituted through
the financial mechanism of the Convention, but

14 Ibid., sub-paragraphs (v) and (vi)

15 Article 12.4



under the authority of the COP to ensure effi-
ciency and accountability.

4.1 Provisions for enabling NAMAs

In Article 4.1, the Convention clearly lays out
areas for the promotion of international coopera-
tion that would enable all Parties, in particular
developing country Parties, to develop national
programmes containing measures that could then
be implemented as nationally determined policies
and actions for mitigation and adaptation.

Foremost among the obligations of all Parties
is the preparation of national communications
with specific provisions for developed country
Parties. The contents of these communications
are specified separately for each Party and for
developed country Parties.

It is evident that, without reliable information
on inventories of GHG sources and sinks in any
country, as well as assessments of vulnerabili-
ties, it will not be possible to develop policies
and measures to allow mitigation or adaptation
actions to be undertaken. National communi-
cations are therefore the bases on which these
policies and measures are developed at the na-
tional level.

The preparations of national communications
for developing country Parties are provided with
financial resources on an agreed full cost basis.
The other activities are financed for developing
country Parties on an agreed full incremental
costs basis. These activities would enable devel-
oping countries to undertake mitigation actions
and also adaptation actions.

The same provisions can be found in the Kyoto
Protocol, which focus mainly on international
cooperation for mitigation. Provisions in the
Protocol include information to be provided
by developing countries on ‘the abatement of in-
creases in GHG emissions, and enhancement of and
removals by sinks, capacity-building and adaptation

measures. '

Financing for these activities is provided for in
Article 11 of the Kyoto Protocol. Together with
Article 12 of the Protocol, which deals with the
clean development mechanism (CDM), these are
the three articles in the Protocol that define the
participation of developing country Parties in
mitigation activities.

4.2 NAMA:s are not limited to

emissions reductions

The national obligation under Article 4.1 (b),
which is the only provision of the Convention
which could possibly be interpreted as providing
for mitigation actions by developing countries,
states that national or regional programmes
containing measures to mitigate climate change
cover both sources of emissions and sinks and
reservoirs. This is further reinforced by the pro-
vision on international cooperation to conserve
and enhance sinks and reservoirs of GHGs, ‘in-
cluding biomass, forests and oceans, as well as other

terrestrial, coastal and marine ecosystems.’

As previously stated, these implementing activi-
ties are to be provided with financial resources,

16  Article 10 (b) (ii) of the Kyoto Protocol.



including financing for transfers of technology
on an agreed full incremental costs basis in ac-
cordance with Article 4.3. NAMAs covering the
enhancement of sinks and reservoirs should be
financed and provided with technology and ca-
pacity-building, in addition to these activities.

The same consideration is taken into account in
the guidelines for developed country Parties’ na-
tional communications, which state, under poli-
cies and measures, that mitigation actions need
not have as a primary objective the limitation of
GHGs.'”

The proposal of the Group of 77 and China
under the Bali Action Plan that the financial
mechanism of the Convention be operational-
ized under the authority of the Conference of the
Parties contains provisions for funds covering all
mitigation activities, including those related to
the enhancement of sinks and reservoirs.

This proposal also states that:

‘any funding pledged outside of the Convention
shall not be regarded as the fulfilment of com-
mitments by developed country Parties under
Article 4.3 of the Convention, and their com-
mitments for measurable, reportable and verifi-
able means of implementation, that is, finance,
technology and capacity-building, in terms of
paragraph 1 (b) (ii) of the Bali Action Plan.’*

17 Annex to Decision 9/CP2, paragraph 20.

18 FCCC/AWGLCA/2008/MISC.2/Add.1, page 36, paragraph 6.

Any funding for NAMAs that are channelled
through financing institutions outside the frame-
work of the financial mechanism of the Conven-
tion therefore cannot be considered or made
subject to MRV.

1. NAMAs are voluntary actions by devel-
oping country Parties that are deter-
mined at the national level, are under-
taken in accordance with their sustain-
able development objectives, and are
not obligations under the Convention.

2. Only those NAMAs that are enabled
and supported by financing, technol-
ogy and capacity-building and which
are measured, reported and verified
can in turn be subject to MRV. Financ-
ing channelled through institutions
outside the framework of the financial
mechanism of the Convention cannot
be counted as financing for NAMAs.

3. Poverty eradication and the pursuit of
sustainable development are necessary
in order to undertake mitigation ac-
tions. Article 3.4 provides that econom-
ic development is essential in adopting
measures to address climate change.

4. The implementation of the commit-
ments of developed country Parties
related to financial resources and
transfers of technology will determine
the extent to which developing country
Parties will be able to undertake mitiga-
tion actions.



The financing of mitigation actions

is additional to the commitment by
developed country Parties to provide
to developing country Parties, on an
agreed full incremental costs basis, the
implementing and enabling measures
that are covered in Article 4.1 of the
Convention.

Any further elaboration of the mecha-
nisms or functions of NAMAs under

the Bali Action Plan should build upon
existing mechanisms within the Con-
vention and be fully consistent with the
principles, obligations and provisions of
the Convention, as well as with the rel-
evant decisions taken by the COP.

Any listing or registration of NAMAs
that are enabled and supported in an
MRV manner should be placed under
the financial mechanism set up under
the authority of the Conference of the
Parties.

NAMAs should be financed through the
financial mechanism to be operational-
ized under the authority of the COP.

In order to ensure that NAMAs contrib-
ute to the achievement of the objective
of the Convention, they should not be
financed through the carbon market,
nor used as carbon offsets for developed
countries.
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NATIONALLY APPROPRIATE MITIGATION ACTIONS FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES:

Abstract

Many developing countries are already
implementing climate change mitigation actions.
In Bali, developing countries indicated their
willingness to undertake additional measurable,
reportable and verifiable mitigation actions,
provided they receive the promised measurable,
reportable and verifiable support from
industrialized countries. The possible types of
NAMAs under debate include voluntary and
unilateral, supported and carbon credit NAMAs.
Most southern African countries feel that NAMAs
need to contribute to developing countries’
sustainable development goals and boost their
economic growth. The scope and scale of NAMAs
has not yet been defined by the negotiations,

but judging from Parties’ proposals, they could
include anything from voluntary renewable energy
targets to boosting energy efficiency standards to
deforestation projects, provided that international
support is available and the additional mitigation
benefit can be measured, reported and verified.

Climate change is one of the biggest threats
facing mankind today. Science has clearly demon-
strated the extreme urgency of taking real action
to avoid irreversible damages to our planet. The
Fourth Assessment Report (4AR) of the Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate Change states
that Africa will suffer the most from the impacts
of climate change.

The priority for most developing countries is
adaptation, but mitigation is also viewed as ex-
tremely important in order to safeguard future
generations from the diverse and complex im-
pacts of climate change. A certain amount of ad-
aptation will be necessary, no matter what we do.
The fear is that there will come a time where it
will not be possible to adapt our way out of the
problem.

According to the Convention, developing coun-
tries can voluntarily implement nationally appro-
priate mitigation actions (NAMAs) in the context
of sustainable development, as well as following
a clean development path now, up to and beyond



2012 to allow them to reduce their rate of emis-
sions growth by comparison with 1990 levels.

Mitigation has been at the heart of the climate
negotiations from the outset. As the next round
of negotiations will focus on what developing
countries might do on mitigation, the topic re-
mains highly relevant. Movement on this topic
started in Bali, where attempts were made to
retain the Annex I/non-Annex I balance of miti-
gation commitments, as well as to increase the
sense of urgency on both sides. The balance was
outlined in paragraph 1:

(b) ‘Enhanced national/international action on
mitigation of climate change, including, inter
alia, consideration of:

(i) Measurable, reportable and verifiable
nationally appropriate mitigation com-
mitments or actions, including quantified
emission limitation and reduction objectives
(QELRO:s), established under the Kyoto
Protocol, by all developed country Parties,
while ensuring the comparability of efforts
among them, taking into account differ-

ences in their national circumstances;

(ii) Nationally appropriate mitigation ac-
tions by developing country Parties in the
context of sustainable development, sup-
ported and enabled by technology, financ-
ing and capacity-building, in a measurable,

reportable and verifiable manner’

One priority for southern Africa countries in
Bali was that all developed countries, including
the United States (US), adopt the Quantified
Emission Limitation and Reduction Objectives
(QELROs) established under the Kyoto Protocol.
Of concern was that this was included only as an
option in the final text.

There are various proposals for new sectoral
market mechanisms for developing countries
under consideration in the Ad hoc Working
Group on the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP), and
some of these have been discussed in parallel
in the Ad hoc Working Group on Long-term Co-
operative Acton (AWG-LCA). These essentially
seek to leverage the power of the carbon market
to support developing countries’ NAMAs. Most
southern African countries were not opposed to
the financial windows that were proposed.

However, there is a strong feeling regarding
southern African countries in particular that
mitigation measures in agriculture and reducing
emissions from deforestation can make a signifi-
cant mitigation contribution. Concurrently, in
both forestry and agriculture, there are synergies
between mitigation, adaptation, sustainable de-
velopment, food security and poverty alleviation.
Many mitigation options can result in win-win
situations, such as increasing food security or
enhancing climate change resilience.

Countries in Southern Africa, like many other
developing countries, is already implementing
climate change mitigation actions, but only a
few have climate change strategies in place. The
sub-region generally concurs with other nations
on the idea of developing countries introducing
NAMAs with international support.

It is argued that, with support in the form of
clean technologies and finance, NAMAs could
contribute to creating real competitive economic
advantages for Africa. Southern Africa feels that,
in order to harness this opportunity, the region
needs to define additional mitigation activities
that could function as NAMAs. There is also a
need for clarity on how financial and technologi-
cal support would be directed.



However, there is a fear among southern Afri-
can countries that public funding is unlikely to
provide sufficient support to meet the full needs
of both mitigation and adaptation. The carbon
market is one viable option. A question arises as
to whether investing in the NAMAs of developing
countries would count towards meeting targets in
industrialized countries. The region feels that it
is critical that the negotiations clarify the gener-
ating mechanisms. Regarding policy approaches
and policy incentives on issues relating to reduc-
ing emissions in developing countries, market
mechanisms have enormous potential to act as
an effective means to promote the large-scale in-
vestment required to reduce emissions. For this
reason, it would be prudent to use market-based
mechanisms that create carbon credits that
are fully fungible with Assigned Amount Units
(AAUs), Certified Emission Reduction (CERs)
units, Emission Reduction Units (ERUs), etc. to
the greatest extent possible.

It is a feeling not only in southern Africa but
in Africa as a whole that, in order to develop a
market capable of generating long-term private-
sector investment, the required legal and regula-
tory infrastructure must be established in host
countries. The developed country parties could
make funds available to developing countries in
the period up to 2013 to facilitate the diffusion
of such infrastructure, examine the specific local
and regional barriers, and establish the systems
and resources to enable developing countries to
participate in and benefit fully from the carbon
market and to attract private-sector investment
in forestry and sustainable land use.

This paper tries to provide more information on
the above issues, starting with the introduction,
which briefly sketches the history of the NAMAs,
and ending by highlighting some concerns of
southern African countries with regard to the

financing of mitigation actions. The paper then
turns to issues relating to the basis for mitiga-
tion. Section 2 introduces the issues relating to
the potential for NAMA implementation. These
include the possible types of NAMAs, sectoral
approaches and support for NAMAs implemen-
tation. This discussion then leads into section 3,
which deals with one of the contentious issues,
the ‘hot’ topic of how mitigation actions can
be made ‘measurable, reportable and verifiable’
(MRV). Before the conclusions, a discussion of
the carbon financing prospects for NAMAs is
presented.

Opinions of some countries frame the concern
about equity in terms of per capita emissions,
others argue that consideration of historical re-
sponsibility is a basis for a fair deal, while for yet
others the dimension of equity relates to devel-
opment. This approach draws on Article 2 of the
Convention, in particular that climate protection
should occur in a manner that ‘enables|s] eco-
nomic development to proceed in a sustainable
manner. More broadly, it argues that sustainable
development in developing countries, including
its ecological and social dimensions, is indis-
pensable for an equitable solution, given that
developed countries went through their process
of industrialization without carbon constraints.
In earlier debates under the Convention, the Re-
public of South Africa (RSA) put forward the ap-



proach of sustainable development policies and
measures (RSA 2006Db).

Sustainable development policies and measures
suggest that developing countries themselves
identify more sustainable development paths
and commit to implementing these with finan-
cial support (RSA 2006a; Winkler et al. 2002a).

Southern Africa feels that these sustainable de-
velopment policies and measures (SD-PAMs)
may aim to encompass large-scale policies and
measures, not only projects as in the CDM. Many
southern African countries have weak policies
with regard to climate change, and emissions of
greenhouse gases in particular. However, under
this approach (SD-PAMs), each country may
define what it means by making development
more sustainable. Funding for SD-PAMs could
build on existing commitments in Convention
Article 4.1(b) and Kyoto Protocol Article 10, but
since they are development-oriented, they could
also mobilize domestic and international devel-
opment finance. Both climate and non-climate
funding can be mobilized to implement SD-
PAMs.

Progress in achieving both the local sustainable
development benefits and climate co-benefits
might be monitored through national institu-
tions, but could also be reviewed internationally.
Recent work has identified four broad method-
ologies for quantifying the effect of SD-PAMs on
development and emissions (Winkler et al. 2008):
(1) case studies; (2) national energy modelling;
(3) analysis of sectoral data; and (4) inclusion
of policies in global emission allocation models.
The first two of these methods focus on the na-
tional or subnational levels in quantifying results.
Case studies, by their nature, focus on a specific
context, while energy modelling quantifies re-
sults (for energy and often also emissions) as a

partial analysis of a national economy. Method 4
has a more global focus, being designed for the
purpose of comparing international emission
allocation schemes. Method 3 bridges the na-
tional/global divide by collecting fairly detailed
data from countries (for selected sectors), but
allowing international projections. A potential
weakness of SD-PAMs is that the environmental
outcome is uncertain: it depends entirely on the
number and extent of policies implemented.

The first possible NAMAs could be associated
with actions that developing countries would
take voluntarily and unilaterally without support
from developed countries. The least developed
countries (LDCs) are engaged in drawing up Na-
tional Adaptation Plans of Action (NAPAs) for
climate change. The other developing countries
have done the technology transfer needs assess-
ments for climate change. All these efforts are
aimed at addressing both mitigation and adapta-
tion. These and other studies can form the basis
for the formulation of sustainable development
policies and measures. These actions should also
be recognized as international actions for com-
bating climate change once they are registered
on the Registry. They should be interpreted as
unilateral contributions from developing coun-
tries to global commons (See Table 1).

Secondly, there are actions that require support
from developed countries. These are the actions
that developing countries are willing to take with
the support of financing and technology from
developed countries. Developing countries could
specify the details of the support they needed, in
cases of a lack of capacity, they could simply list
the need for capacity building as well.



Last but not least among possible NAMAs are
those that can be associated with actions that
developing countries are willing to take for the
purpose of obtaining carbon credit as an out-
come of implementing such actions. Reducing
Emissions from Deforestation and Degrada-
tion (REDD) as well as Agriculture, Forestry and
Other Land-Uses (AFOLU), would be good exam-
ples of such actions. Carbon credit could provide
market incentives for investment in such actions.
Most southern African countries support types 2
and 3, where support is generally provided.

The Bali Action Plan includes as one option in
the mitigation building block cooperative sec-
toral approaches and sector-specific actions, in
order to enhance implementation of Article 4,
paragraph 1(c), of the Convention.

In terms of the Bali Action Plan, domestic sec-
toral efforts would be closer to nationally ap-
propriate mitigation actions, while transnational

Table 1: Types of NAMAs

Type of NAMA

sectoral agreements probably amount to mitiga-
tion commitments, at least for the sectors con-
cerned. Whatever one’s interpretation, it is clear
that sectoral approaches are closely related to
technology in the Bali Action Plan.

Developing countries have expressed concerns
about transnational sectoral agreements, which
they see as introducing commitments without
recognizing the principles of equity and common
but differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities. For Annex I countries, policies and
measures (many of which are implemented at the
sectoral level) are intended by the Kyoto Protocol
to achieve national caps or QELROs. However,
there appears to be more agreement that, what-
ever the multi-lateral agreement, sectoral efforts
are important in implementation at the national
level. Framed appropriately, sectoral approaches
may be helpful as one tool for mitigation.

A recent version of particular interest to devel-
oping countries may be sectoral crediting base-
lines (Ward et al. 2008). This particular variant
would be implemented domestically in develop-

Description

1. Voluntary and unilateral

NAMA associated with actions that developing coun-
tries would take voluntarily and unilaterally without

support from developed countries

2. Supported

Actions that require support from developed

countries

3. Carbon Credit NAMAs

NAMAs associated with actions that developing coun-
tries are willing to take for the purpose of obtaining
carbon credit as an outcome of implementing such

actions



ing countries, with the ‘no lose’ meaning that ex-
ceeding a specified benchmark entitles a country
to trade surplus emission reductions. There is no
penalty for not achieving any sectoral standard,
but there is an incentive to exceed the bench-
mark. Beyond the advantage of ‘no lose), this vari-
ant may be attractive due to its focus on incen-
tives and being voluntary.

Financing

Designing a well-functioning mechanism to
transfer financial resources and technology to
developing countries to support their NAMA is
another important element. The current situa-
tion is not clear on support for mitigation ac-
tions. The current financial flows are not pre-
dictable and dependable. No clear commitments
have been made by the Annex I countries to
support any mitigation actions. Uneven regional
distribution of Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM) projects has resulted in its failure in most
African countries.

However, there is a general feeling within the
southern African countries that with the restruc-
turing of the current CDM, and learning from
past experiences, a new financial mechanism
could be agreed that would be more efficient
in addressing especially the issues of regional
distribution.

One of the crucial factors in scaling up finan-
cial flows to mitigation actions in developing
countries is improving the commercial viability
of investments. Under the current CDM, some
projects are too small to attract investment from
large-scale enterprises. For example, power gen-
eration is limited to 15 MW for small-scale proj-
ects. Large-scale mitigation projects are gener-

ally considered developmental and in some cases
are not acceptable as additional under CDM.
What is lacking is not money and technology, but
a climate regime which could improve the com-
mercial viability of investments for mitigation.
Once this is addressed, then the market will drive
finance and technology to flow to mitigation ac-
tions in developing countries.

As NAMAs are incentive-based, southern Africa
feels that international financial and technology
support for NAMAs should come from a range of
sources mobilized by Financial and Technology
Mechanism(s). The support provided would then
be measured by developed countries, indicating
an allocation and transfer of finance for means
of implementation over and above Official Devel-
opment Assistance (ODA) in units of an agreed

common currency.

Technology Transfer

On the stimulation of technology development,
diffusion and transfer, one of the most effective
moves that Parties and countries could make is to
establish a global price for carbon emissions and
allow unhindered access to offsets for up-capped
sectors. This would promote and enhance invest-
ments in clean technology development and diffu-
sion in developed and developing countries alike.
There is a need for CDM implementation reforms
in order for technology transfer to succeed. Once
this is done, the ability of market-based mecha-
nisms to facilitate the transfer of clean technol-
ogy will be enhanced. In principle, the future of
market-based mechanisms looks bright.

Any new market-based mechanisms, such as
no-lose targets with crediting, would certainly
scale up such transfers to developing countries
dramatically as long as they ensured incentives
for developed- and developing-country private-
sector actors to take part. The expansion and



improvement of programmatic CDM or a move
towards the use of standardized baselines and/or
positive lists for the determination of additional-
ity in ‘regular’ CDM would have a similarly posi-
tive effect on technology transfer and diffusion,
albeit on a smaller scale.

However, there are some technologies that re-
quire more than the carbon market pricing to
bridge the gap to economic competitiveness. For
these technologies, the development of a market
needs to be accompanied by other policies, mea-
sures and instruments. In that case governments
could consider innovative funding arrangements
for such technologies, such as the use of domes-
tic auction revenues to support the demonstra-
tion of critical technologies like Carbon Capture
and Sequestration (CCS). Of course, CCS is still
contentious.

There might also be a need to explore the possi-
bility of creating an international mechanism for
technology development or transfer to provide
credits for participation. Developed countries
could measure the technology transfer, includ-
ing development, application and diffusion, in
units established according to indicators being
developed under the auspices of the Subsidiary
Body for Implementation (SBI) and Subsidiary
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA). The agreed full incremental costs for
technology transferred to developing countries
would then be reported in units of an agreed
common currency.

Capacity Development

Effective and efficient governance and institu-
tional arrangements are critical to ensuring that
the objectives of the NAMAS are fulfilled in a
transparent, efficient, timely and accountable
fashion. Every effort should be made to increase
administrative simplicity and minimize transac-

tion costs. Governance arrangements will need to
be developed for new flexibility mechanisms, such
as sectoral crediting. In doing so, Parties should
be careful not to duplicate roles, functions and
processes, but also be prepared to learn from ex-
periences in the first commitment period.

There is a good case to be made for re-examining
the structure and operation of the CDM and its
project approvals system in order to facilitate an
increased flow of crediting proposals post-2012.
There is a need to strengthen the Designated Na-
tional Authorities (DNAs). The capacity-building
required applies to the individual, institutional
and systemic levels. Most of the individuals who
constitute the DNAs do not participate in climate
change activities in their day-to-day work and thus
need awareness and in some cases short courses
on climate change mitigation. In order for institu-
tions to support the activities of the DNAs, there
is a need for awareness as well as equipping these
institutions with the required hardware and soft-
ware. With regard to the systemic levels, there is a
need for awareness by policy-makers and conse-
quently for policy reviews. The current policies in
various southern Africa countries do not accom-
modate even CDM itself. DNAs in most southern
African countries have never approved any CDM
projects. The focal points need capacity-building
in order for them to have a better appreciation
of the NAMAs and their roles in climate change.
Some focal points in some southern African coun-
tries are not active participants in the UNFCCC
process. No new institutions may be needed to
handle the NAMAs.



Developed countries can be free to measure the
support for capacity-building according to indi-
cators and in units to be established in the review
of the capacity-building framework.

NAMAs Registration

The issuing of a register is one of the core ele-
ments in any negotiating text addressing para-
graph 1(b) (ii) of the Bali Action Plan. The register
is a mechanism to enhance the implementation
of the relevant provisions of Article 4, paragraph
1 of the Convention, which deals with mitigation
action to be taken by developing countries in the
context of their overriding poverty alleviation
and sustainable development priorities and in ac-
cordance with the principles specified in Article
3 of the Convention, particularly their common
but differentiated responsibilities and respec-
tive capabilities. The extent to which developing
country Parties will effectively implement their
commitments under the convention will depend
on the effective implementation by developed
country Parties of their commitments under the
convention related to their financial resources
and transfers of technology (Article 4, paragraph
7 of the Convention). The register enhances the
implementation of Article 4, paragraphs 3 and 5
of the Convention by facilitating the identifica-
tion, mobilization and matching of the financial,
technology, capacity and other support required
to implement nationally appropriate mitigation
actions (NAMAs) which are submitted by devel-
oping countries in terms of Article 12, paragraph
4 of the Convention.

As such, the register provides a practical mecha-
nism to enable the international recognition of
developing country mitigation action and to en-
hance its communication in terms of the relevant
provisions of Article 12 of the Convention.

Southern African countries, like most developing
countries, feel that NAMA registration should be
voluntary. Each Party may register the content of
NAMAs as well as the kind of support they need
to implement them. It could also specify, if pos-
sible, the expected quantity of mitigation result-
ing from its NAMAs. Implementation plans, such
as timeframes, could also be registered: the sub-
region has no objection to this.

There is a feeling in the region that the UNFCCC
Secretariat should open and maintain the regis-
ter of NAMAs, which should include the actions
that developing countries want to submit, the
identified support required, and the emissions
that would be avoided, relative to baseline. This
emanates from the convention, which does not
discuss binding emission reduction require-
ments by developing country parties, only volun-
tary mitigation actions.

Others feel that NAMAs may comprise individual
mitigation actions, sets of actions or programmes.
Developing countries may choose from a variety
of forms of action, including REDD, programmat-
ic CDM modified to fit into NAMAs, no-lose sec-
toral crediting baselines and others. The register
should initially contain a list of indicative mitiga-
tion actions proposed and the support needed to
implement them, as well as information related to
the assumptions and methodology underpinning
the proposed action, the emissions that would
be avoided relative to baseline and the required
support for the indicative mitigation actions.

A number of developing countries propose that
the assumptions and methodology underpinning
the proposed action and the required support
for the indicative mitigation actions should be
assessed by a Technical Panel established under
the Convention. Once the Technical Panel re-
ports that the action and support have been es-



tablished using good practice, a request to the
Financial and Technology Mechanism(s) of the
Convention is triggered.

On an annual basis, the register should be updat-
ed to reflect the status of implementation of an
action and its support. Following the first MRV
report, the NAMA should be considered regis-
tered (and no longer indicative).

Another contentious issue in the current negoti-
ations pertains to concerns by some Parties and
organizations on what needs to be measured,
reported and verified. Some organizations, like
the International Emissions Trading Association
(IETA), believe that all commitments under the
convention and associated actions, by both de-
veloped and developing country Parties, should
entail measurement, reporting and verification.
As developing country Parties, the countries of
the southern Africa sub-region strongly feel that
such monitoring should be based upon the 2006
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) Guidelines, which must be accompanied
by guidance to enable detailed and consistent
MRV at the appropriate sector level. However,
the region feels that the emission reductions
relative to baseline should be measured by the
Party implementing the mitigation action in tons
of carbon dioxide equivalent, according to multi-
laterally agreed guidelines and methodologies.

Most southern African countries feel that it is
important for developing countries to take action
to reduce their own emission trajectories, but
with the assistance of developed country Parties.
They should also do so in line with their cumula-
tive emissions, mitigation potential and oppor
tunities, bearing in mind national circumstances

and the principle of common but differenti-
ated responsibilities and respective capabilities.
Countries should now be prepared to pursue a
clean development path up to and beyond 2012
through measurable and verifiable actions that
result in significant deviations in emissions
growth from business-as-usual scenarios.

Renewable energy and energy efficiency policies
and measures should form the central pillars of
future climate mitigation strategies involving
NAMAs. Expanding access to renewable energy
and energy-efficient technologies should be the
key strategy for engaging developing countries
in mitigation efforts.

Technologies that increase dependence on car-
bon-intensive fuel sources should be discour-
aged. Technologies that generate additional or
new environmental and health risk challenges
for the international community, such as nuclear
power, should not be included in the energy mix.

On what needs to be measured, reported and
verified in relation to actions, the sub-region
feels that energy efficiency targets and renew-
able energy targets can form a useful mecha-
nism for assessing progress. National renewable
energy targets, accompanied by concessionary
financing from the international community to
assist in achieving them, can be helpful in ad-
dressing both climate change and sustainable
development.



On the issue of reporting, there is a strong feel-
ing amongst developing countries that mitiga-
tion actions implemented by developing coun-
tries with their own resources should be report-
ed in national communications, thus enhancing
implementation of Article 12.1 of the Conven-
tion. In addition, developing countries may vol-
untarily choose to register actions undertaken
with their own resources, but for which they are
not seeking multi-lateral support. Such actions
are registered for recognition purposes only.

Mitigation actions receiving support should be
reported to the registry. Reporting on the status
of implementation to the registry should be
annual, with an update based on measured out-
comes every two to three years, alternating with
reporting on GHG inventories.

It is the suggestion of the Africa group as whole
that developed countries need to report on the
measurement of support they may be providing
to developing Parties in their national communi-
cations under Article 12.3.

In terms of verification, the proposal by South
Africa and supported by many other countries in
the sub-region on NAMAs has been fairly accept-
ed. According to this proposal, NAMAs support-
ed with public funding from developed countries
and not resulting in the transfer of carbon cred-
its should be verified, together with the support
as measured and reported, through modalities
and procedures to be established under Con-

vention and according to multi-laterally agreed
guidelines.

However, NAMAs financed through the carbon
market and market finance should be verified
together with the support as measured and re-
ported, by institutions accredited by the COP
and according to the same multilaterally agreed
guidelines. Independent third-party verification
may be used, but must result in a verification
report considered by a body under the authority
and guidance of the COP and in accordance with
multi-laterally agreed guidelines.

NAMAs undertaken with a country’s own resourc-
es may be verified by national entities working to
multi-laterally agreed guidelines and reported in
National Communications.

For supported actions, developed country Par-
ties, including those in Annex I, should provide
new and additional financial resources to meet
the agreed full costs of verification undertaken
by developing countries.

Current carbon markets

The current carbon markets have proved to be
ineffective in developing countries, particularly
in Africa, where very little has been done in terms
of CDM. This implies that it will be difficult to
convince some of the developing country groups
of any mechanism without concrete guarantees
that it will not be yet another CDM. Under CDM,
little if any new technology was transferred to
southern Africa, and only small amounts of capi-
tal have been mobilized for climate change miti-
gation as we approach the end of the first com-
mitment period.



Irrespective of the ineffectiveness of the current
market mechanism for southern Africa, there is
still hope that, with proper planning and commit-
ment, the market still remains critical for mobiliz-
ing capital and technology transfer on the scale
needed to achieve the ultimate objective of the
convention. There is a need for genuine commit-
ment to meeting the challenge of climate change
and to come to agreement in Copenhagen.

Regarding the extension, scaling-up, reviewing
and improvement of the current market-based
mechanisms, some international organizations
feel strongly that, regardless of any moves to dif-
ferentiate among developing country Parties in
the post-2012 period, the operation of the exist-
ing flexible mechanisms should continue. Indeed,
reform and expansion of the flexible mechanisms
are crucial for an effective post-2012 framework.
If the reforms are acceptable, then southern
Africa is ready to support this.

Southern Africa also strongly believes that prob-
lems with existing mechanisms should be ad-
dressed within the UNFCCC negotiation process
rather than uni- or bi-laterally by major country
buyers. Adding uni- or bi-lateral qualitative or
quantitative restrictions to the CDM only intro-
duces uncertainty and confusion into the market.
CDM requires reform so that activities can be
scaled up, geographical distribution enhanced,
and environmental integrity assured beyond
doubt. The sub-region also is of the opinion
that the necessary reform will require significant
changes to the CDM’s governance and manage-
ment system.

Future carbon markets

Many new market-based mechanisms have been
proposed by the Parties as a method of incentiv-
izing mitigation action in developing countries.

Examples include the establishment of sectoral
or economy-wide ‘no-lose’ targets, where cred-
its would be issued for over-achievement of the
target, or crediting on the basis of nationally ap-
propriate mitigation actions.

The cost of one ton of CO, emission reduction
is from only a few dollars for many developing
countries to around 20 USD, while for developed
countries it ranges from 153 USD to 234 USD. It
would be appreciable and acceptable if we could
design a climate regime which allows developing
countries to sell carbon credit generated from
their NAMA done in a MRV manner, so that the
revenue from the sales of these credits can scale
up finance and technology flows to the mitiga-
tion projects in developing countries. At the
same time, it will reduce the total cost of global
mitigation. According to one particular model, a
global trading system that includes developing
countries could reduce global mitigation costs
by 70% (Submission of Republic of Korea to the
UNFCCC Negotiation process).

In order to make such a global carbon-trading
scheme function, there have to be demands for
carbon credits from the NAMAs of developing
countries. Annex 1 countries have already agreed
to support the mitigation actions of developing
countries by transferring finance and technolo-
gies. Thus buying carbon credit does not rep-
resent a new or additional burden for Annex
1. Buying carbon credit more cheaply than the
cost of domestic mitigation within Annex 1 will
be beneficial for Annex 1 credit buyers. Many
developed countries have announced that they
are going to offer varying sizes of climate funds
to support developing countries. Accepting a
deeper target to buy credit from developing
countries will not be much different than offer-
ing funds.



Since the Emissions Trading System (ETS), a
carbon trading scheme for the European Union
(EU), is reported as functioning efficiently in
minimizing the costs of mitigation among Eu-
ropean countries, why not expand the Global
Carbon Market to embrace developing countries
as the main players? Developing countries could
be the driver of the global carbon market if they
could generate carbon credits from their NAMAs
in a MRV manner.

Whilst current CDM is already functioning as a
carbon credit mechanism for developing country
projects, the CDM in its current project-specific
form is not able to generate the financial flows
needed under a ‘global deal.” It is estimated that
climate stabilization will require 20-75 billion
USD by 2020 and up to 100 billion USD by 2030
(Submission of Republic of Korea to the UNFCCC
Negotiation process). The capacity of current
CDM is about 400 projects registered per year
and 6 billion USD at current carbon prices.
Awarding carbon credit for NAMAs will be a con-
crete idea to scale up current CDM in a more
enhanced manner. CDM is already known, and
its potential benefits have been assessed. Once
scaled up with regional distribution in mind, the
new hybrid mechanism would be an appropriate
incentive for climate change mitigation in devel-
oping countries.

Programmatic and sectoral CDM based on effi-
ciency standards could be an option to opera-

tionalize the idea of credit for NAMAs using a
wholesale approach. In balancing the quality of
credit from NAMA and project-based CDM, we
can differentiate the price of credits depending
on quality.

As NAMAs will be taken in the context of sus-
tainable development by developing countries, a
carbon market based on NAMA carbon credit will
be more conducive to sustainable development.

There is a great deal of interest in the use of mar-
kets to enhance the cost-effectiveness of, and to
promote, mitigation actions.

NAMAs and REDD

REDD and AFOLU are issues that have gained
momentum in the climate change negotiations.
REDD is at an advanced stage of negotiations,
while AFOLU has been recommended by Africa
for further discussions. Regarding policy ap-
proaches and policy incentives for reducing
emissions from deforestation and degradation in
developing countries and the role of conserva-
tion, the sustainable management of forests and
the enhancement of forest carbon stocks, most
developing countries believe that market mecha-
nisms have enormous potential to act as an effec-
tive means to promote the large-scale investment
required to reduce emissions from deforestation,
forest degradation and land-use change. For this
reason, the use of market-based mechanisms may
create carbon credits that are fully fungible with
AAUs, CERs, ERUs, etc. to the greatest extent
possible.

However, it is apparent that the sustainable man-
agement of forests and the enhancement of forest
carbon stocks require long-term investments and
the application of modern techniques and man-
agement skills. In order to develop a market that
is capable of generating such long-term private-



sector investment, the required legal and regu-
latory infrastructure must be established in de-
veloping countries, particularly regarding land
ownership and the enforcement of forest conser-
vation deeds.

If the concept becomes acceptable, NAMAs
should be integrated into national mitigation
strategies in the form of national low-emission
development strategies. Drawing up plans for
NAMAs for all sectors would be the initial step.
Such plans should build on existing plans and
implemented actions that many developing
countries are already undertaking. This should
include, as a priority, the establishment and de-
velopment of the necessary institutional frame-
works for systematic national inventories for
emissions and removals.

If NAMAs could include anything from renew-
able energy projects to reducing emissions from
deforestation projects, to mitigation actions in
agriculture, provided the additional mitigation
benefit can be measurable, reportable and verifi-
able, they would be of huge potential benefit for
African countries. For example, renewable energy
projects that are supported through a Copenha-
gen deal could contribute to providing access
to energy for many Africans. This would drive
economic growth and contribute to the creation
of a clean, sustainable and independent energy
future.

Most of the issues covered above represent a real
challenge for the AWG-LCA and for the negotia-
tions. The discussion above is necessarily general,
but there is an urgent need now to become spe-
cific, and to deal with real-world examples rather
than high-flown principles. Each of the issues

needs to be examined from the perspective of the
financial sector if there is to be any chance of the
substantial private-sector investment and contri-
bution that the Parties, the UNFCCC Secretariat
and other stakeholders are all looking for.

It will be important to award carbon credit in a
scaled-up and wholesale manner for the verifi-
able mitigations from the NAMAs of developing
countries to take effect. If Annex 1 countries
adopt deeper targets to generate demand for
these credits, this has the potential to expand the
global carbon market so that developing coun-
tries could play a more active role. Once these
measures have been achieved, the commercial
viability of investment for mitigation actions in
developing countries will be improved, and fi-
nancial flows for the mitigation of developing
countries in the form of NAMAs will be scaled

up.

Copenhagen is an opportunity for Africa to
secure benefits from stepped up climate change
action that will contribute to both poverty eradi-
cation and sustainable development.
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AN OBSERVER’S PERSPECTIVE’

Abstract:

Trust leads to empowerment and teamwork, which
are needed to have a chance against climate
change. Trust has been lost in the climate change
negotiations and must be restored if an ambitious
agreement is to be achieved. In this trust-building
process, NAMAs can play a central role. The article
unfolds this role from three perspectives: 1) global
mitigation and the ongoing negotiations; 2) the
achievement of sustainable development at the
national level; and 3) synergies between mitigation
and adaptation. NAMAs can be instruments for
mitigation, building political will, matching all
actions in all developing countries with appropriate
support, capacity-building and even adaptation.

*  This article does not reflect on Peru’s position on the climate change
negotiation process under the UNFCCC, nor on the position of Latin
American countries or the G77.

Pia Zevallos
Libélula Comunicacion,

Ambiente y Desarrollo

Trust is a vital concept. Only trust can lead to
empowerment and effective teamwork, and these
are key capabilities that must be developed and
strengthened at the international level if we wish
to have a chance against global climate change.
In the search for solutions, we need, as nations,
to trust ourselves and our ability to contribute,
but we also need to trust each other if collective-
ly we are to combat a global problem that needs
a global solution.

It does not take an expert to conclude that in
the climate change negotiations trust has been
lost after seventeen years of constructive but not
necessarily fruitful discussions. Furthermore, in
this context of distrust, science now shows us
that efforts have failed by a long way to achieve a
stabilization of the greenhouse gases (GHG) that
cause climate change, while recent impacts show
us that, although adaptation to climate change
is vital, it is not really happening in developing

countries.



Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions by
developing countries (NAMAs) have become a
thorny issue in the climate change negotiations.
The term was first introduced back in 2007 as
part of the Bali Action Plan (BAP), but its exact
definition is still subject to intense discussion. In
the context of NAMAs, there is a main difference
between asking for support first in order to act
later, and offering to act first and asking for sup-
port later: the difference lies in trust. Trust must
definitely be restored between Annex I and Non
Annex I Parties.

Trust must also be built between Non Annex |
Parties. Developing countries need to trust them-
selves and each other in order to remain uni-
fied and contribute to global mitigation efforts.
We must also remember that developing coun-
tries are not responsible for the current climate
change and that adaptation remains their main
priority and concern; therefore, as they start be-
coming involved in mitigation efforts, they need
to consider adaptation so that they can be sure
that mitigation will not make things worse for
their ecosystems and populations.

This article argues that, in order even to begin to
conceive an ambitious agreement that will effec-
tively tackle climate change, an environment in
which trust can be restored must be put in place.
It also argues that NAMAs can and must play an
essential role in this ‘trust-building’ process. The
existing lack of a definition for NAMAs can be

an opportunity to give them a central role under
the climate change negotiation: a trust-building
role.

In order to understand NAMAs and their po-
tential fully, the article presents facts and back-
ground relating NAMAs in two initial sections,
after which it looks at them from three differ-
ent perspectives: a) their role in global climate
change mitigation and the current negotiation
process; b) their role in the achievement of sus-
tainable development at a national level; and c)
their connection to climate change adaptation as
a main priority for developing countries in light
of the existence of unavoidable climate change.

Climate change is happening, it is a result of
human activity and it is causing all kinds of im-
pacts on ecosystems, which are in turn the basis
of human activities. The Fourth Assessment
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change (IPCC) draws attention to the fact
that most of the temperature rise in the last fifty
years can be attributed to human activity. It also
shows that human activity will continue to influ-
ence the composition of the atmosphere, even if
GHG emissions dropped to a point at which their
atmospheric concentration would stabilize.! It is
in light of these facts that measures to support
the adaptation of economies and societies that
are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects
of climate change must be considered as essen-
tial complements of any global effort to stabilize
GHG levels in the atmosphere.

Although it is not technically feasible to deter-
mine each developed country’s exact historical

1 IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, 2007.



responsibility for climate change, it is a fact that
current impacts are a consequence of the GHG
emissions put into the atmosphere by these
industrialized nations in the past. This is the
basis for most of the articles in the United Na-
tions Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC), which, based on the principle of
‘common but differentiated responsibilities)
stresses the need for global action led by de-
veloped countries. Furthermore, Annex I of the
UNFCCC is an integral part of the Convention
and lists the group of developed countries and
economies in transition that have commitments
under this legally binding treaty (these countries
are often referred to as ‘Annex I’ parties, whereas
developing countries go by the name of ‘non-
Annex I' parties).

It is also a fact that future climate change will be
the result of our actions today and in the coming
decades, and that it will no longer be caused only
by developed countries, since the increase in
GHG emissions shows a direct relationship with
economic growth, and this growth is currently
taking place mainly in the developing world. The
following table shows the range of difference cal-

culated by the IPCC between emissions in 1990
and emission allowances in 2020/2050 for vari-
ous GHG concentration levels for Annex I and
non-Annex | countries as a group. Clearly, sci-
ence calls for a contribution from the developing
world in order to achieve stabilization.

NAMAs were first conceived under the Bali Action
Plan (BAP) or decision 1/CP.13 of the UNFCCC.
In referring to NAMAs, paragraph 1 (b) (ii) is
generally quoted:

The Conference of the Parties |[...] 1.
Decides to launch a comprehensive
process to enable the full, effective and
sustained implementation of the Con-
vention through long-term cooperative
action, now, up to and beyond 2012, in
order to reach an agreed outcome and
adopt a decision at its fifteenth session, by
addressing, inter alia: [...] (b) Enhanced
national/international action on mitiga-
tion of climate change, including, inter
alia, consideration of: [...] (ii) Nationally
appropriate mitigation actions by devel-

The range of difference between emissions in 1990 and emission allowances in 2020/2050 for
various GHG concentration levels for Annex [ and non-Annex I countries as a group

Scenario category Region 2020 2050
A=-450 ppm CO-eq  Anmnex I -25% to -40% -B0% o -95%
Non-Annex | Substantial deviation from baseline  Substantial deviation from baseline
in Latin America, Middle East, East in all regions
Asia, and Centrally-Planned Asia
B-5350 ppm CO_-eq  Annex [ -10% to -30% =40% 1w -530%
Non-Annex | Deviation from baseline in Latin Deviation from baseling In most
America, Middle East, and East Asia regions, especially Latin America
and Middle East
C-650 ppm CO.-eq  Annex I 0% to -25% =30% 1o -B0%
Non-Annex I Baseline Deviation from baseline n Latin

Source: [PCC

America, Middle East, and East Asia



oping country Parties in the context of
sustainable development, supported and
enabled by technology, financing and
capacity-building, in a measurable, report-
able and verifiable manner.

We can take some important features of NAMAs
from this particular paragraph: they must be ‘na-
tionally appropriate, meaning that they should
respond to national circumstances, which also
implies that each country shall determine what
is ‘appropriate’; they are referred to only as ‘ac-
tions) so there is no definition of scale: an action
can be an activity, a measure, a project, program,
or even a policy; they must be carried out ‘in the
context of sustainable development, meaning
that they should be integrated into development
and poverty eradication efforts; and they must be
‘supported and enabled by technology, financing
and capacity-building’ in a way that is ‘measur-
able, reportable and verifiable’ (MRV). It appears,
then, that, in contrast to commitments and ac-
tions by developed countries under 1(b)(i) which
must be MRVed, in the context of NAMAs MRV
refers to their support and enablement. It is im-
portant to note, though, that, even though not all
developing countries are as yet able to MRV all
their mitigation actions and therefore to commit
themselves to it, MRV for NAMAs is of great sig-
nificance for environmental integrity and must
be supported and achieved.

It is important to note that issues such as the vol-
untary or mandatory nature of NAMAs, the geo-
graphical or political level at which they should
be implemented and their particular source of
support (public, private, national or interna-
tional) are not specified in 1(b)(ii). One can then
presume that there is a certain flexibility and
that it is each country’s prerogative to decide on
the nature, scale and source of support for their
NAMAs (hence the ‘nationally appropriate’ part).

Later in this article we will see how this flexibility
permits developing countries to enter a continu-
ous process at different stages, in which different
capacity-building activities are combined with
different scales of emission reductions.

However, NAMAs also need to be framed in the
context of the UNFCCC and the BAP as a whole.
The UNFCCC gives overall guidance covering a
concrete objective, guiding principles and a de-
scription of how the main issues for tackling cli-
mate change must be addressed. Although some
of these issues, such as education, training and
outreach, and research and systematic observa-
tion, are of the utmost importance in combating
climate change, they have not been specifically
addressed by the BAP.

The BAP's preamble sets out the context for 1(b)
(ii) and must be taken into account. The said
preamble expresses a renewed sense of urgency,
reaffirms that economic and social development
and poverty eradication are global priorities, and
recognizes that deep cuts in global emissions will
be required. Paragraphs 1(b)(iii) to 1(b)(vi) of
the BAP are significant as they provide a menu
of feasible mitigation options, including policy
approaches and positive incentives on issues re-
lating to reducing emissions from deforestation
and forest degradation, the role of conservation,
the sustainable management of forests and the
enhancement of forest carbon stocks in develop-
ing countries (REDD+?), and cooperative sec-
toral approaches and actions. They also propose
various approaches, including the use of markets
to make mitigation more cost-effective, and they
call on Parties to take into account the economic

2 This concept was first introduced in COP 11 as only REDD (Reduc-
ing emissions from deforestation in developing countries), later on in the
negotiations the second ‘D’ would become ‘desertification’. In the BAP
the ‘plus’ (+) was added referring to the sentences after the semicolon in
1b(iii): ; and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests
and enhancement of forest carbon stocks"



and social consequences of response measures,
including impacts on commerce. Finally, 1(b)
(vii) addresses the catalytic role of the UNFCCC
in engaging other important stakeholders such
as the private sector and civil society. Although
often overlooked, this paragraph is definitely
worth noting since only global engagement will
solve the climate problem.

The rest of the BAP must also be considered,
given that mitigation by developing countries
needs to be enabled by technical and financial
cooperation, and is strongly linked to adaptation
(this link will be further discussed later in the
article).

There is a main difference between asking
for support first in order to act later, and
offering to act first and asking for support
later. The difference lies in trust.

Ambitious mitigation is fundamental: not only
will it prevent us from irreversible impacts in the
future, it will also send a clear message to the
international community, the private sector and
civil society, thus building trust among countries
and peoples. NAMAs have a central role to play
in both global mitigation efforts and the cur-
rent negotiation process, in which some Annex
I countries are failing to put forward ambitious
mitigation commitments.

Nationally appropriate mitigation actions by
developing countries can not only provide real
reductions. If defined in a flexible manner, they
also have the potential to generate enabling
environments for non-Annex I countries at dif-
ferent stages of development and to participate
progressively in global mitigation. Moreover,

they can put political pressure on developed
countries that have not yet engaged fully in the
mitigation effort.

Of course, implementing NAMAs will be chal-
lenging for developing countries. However, they
are necessary to avoid greater impacts in the
future, and, with the right amount of support,
they can materialize. In most developing coun-
tries they are already being implemented at some
level, and it is only a matter of finding ways to
quantify, scale up and integrate them into one
comprehensive mitigation strategy.

Moreover, a recent study of the Latin Ameri-
can region shows that, taking into account the
regional costs of mitigation and of adaptation
to the expected impacts of climate change, the
region is better off following a bold mitigation
pathway within a global effort resulting from an
ambitious agreement than by focusing on adap-
tation alone.® This is mainly because adaptation
costs are much higher than mitigation costs and
because they increase exponentially with weak
mitigation efforts. Also, bold mitigation by all
countries would not only decrease adaptation
costs, but also increase the size of carbon mar-
kets, thus providing additional private funding to
cover mitigation costs.

Now, as said before, trust must be restored.
Annex | countries must show their willingness
to fulfill their commitments under the Conven-
tion, regarding not only mitigation but also the
provision of financial resources and technology

3 Garibaldi. ‘The Economy of Boldness', July 2009.



transfer to developing countries. Again, NAMAs
can serve as one of the instruments to facilitate
the fulfilment of these obligations.

NAMAs for national sustainable

development

Differentiation does not mean separation:
developing countries need to trust themselves
and each other to remain unified.

Developing countries still have the same develop-
ment and poverty-alleviation priorities to bring
them together, but they do not necessarily have
equal responsibility for future climate change,
nor equal capabilities to address it. Heteroge-

Figure 1: National mitigation actions at different scales

neity and diversity among developing countries
call for a flexible approach to address NAMAs. As
previously stated, the characterization of NAMAs
allows for a national definition of the nature,
scale and form of support for these ‘nationally
appropriate’ actions.

The legal nature of NAMAs will probably remain
voluntary in the short term, since even develop-
ing countries with the best economic and social
indicators are still falling far behind Annex I
countries. In time flexibility will allow countries
to take on more ambitious no-lose targets, and,
once barriers have been removed and sufficient
capacity has been developed, to undertake legal-
ly binding commitments. An important provision
is that increasing ambition should be accompa-
nied by increasing support.
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The issue of scale must also be considered as
part of a flexible approach. The differences in
national circumstances are evident from the ex-
perience of the Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM). Clearly, some countries have been able to
participate actively in mitigation through CDM
project development and must now aim to scale
up their efforts with programmatic and even sec-
toral policy approaches. Others, however, have
failed to do so, demonstrating that the project
level cannot yet be taken as the smallest scale
possible. Figure 1 shows the range of scales for
mitigation action.

These different circumstances and the differ-
ent readiness of countries and of sectors within
countries allow a ‘nested approach, as well as
South-South cooperation. The nested approach
was first introduced as part of the discussions on
REDD, but its overall concept and main features
are perfectly applicable to other sectors, as pre-
sented in Garibaldi’'s work on Strategic Program
Approaches. It basically states that, since not all
countries are ready to engage in action at the
national level, they could start from single proj-
ects and aggregate them to generate programs,
policies, sectors and finally national targets. It
also argues that, whereas it is essential to inte-
grate sub-national activities into broader public
programs, rewarding such sub-national activi-
ties could be de-linked from the risk of broader
program failure in the short term. Ideally, in the
long run, in order to maintain environmental in-
tegrity and avoid double counting, once a sector
has reached the capacity for a sectoral NAMA,
project activities for that sector should not be
accounted for.

4 CATIE, ‘The Nested Approach: A Flexible Mechanism to Reduce
Emissions from Deforestation’, November 2007.

A ‘nested approach’ applied to mitigation actions
in all sectors could allow for a mechanism that
awards emission reduction credits to participants
in mitigation activities while promoting action
on both the national and sub-national levels. It
could also help enhance the contribution of de-
veloping countries to global emission reductions
that is consistent with the principle of common
but differentiated responsibilities.

Finally, there is also some flexibility involved in
deciding the best ways to provide NAMAs with
the appropriate financial, technical and capac-
ity-building support. In the past, there have
been two main sources of support for mitiga-
tion actions by developing countries inside the
UNFCCC: the carbon market through CDM, and
the Financial Mechanism of the Convention (en-
trusted to the Global Environmental Facility or
GEF). As already noted here, not all developing
countries have been able to participate in CDM,
and even those who have, have experienced that
CDM is not an adequate source of funding or
technology transfer because of the high trans-
action costs and the barriers that have allowed
only a few countries to participate effectively.
The GEF, on the other hand, has suffered from a
continuous lack of funds, and its allocation crite-
ria have favoured big emitters under the concept
of ‘global environmental benefits.

A new financial architecture under the UNFCCC
needs to be built, financial resources must be
dramatically increased and CDM needs to be re-
formed. Within this new financial structure there
should be certain flexibility for each country to
decide how to support their NAMAs. Support for
NAMAs could consist of a mix of international
public support (for capacity-building at every
level and sector and policy NAMAs), carbon off-
sets (at the project, program and policy levels)
and national finance (for win-win solutions,



NAMAs that are cost-effective and have impor-
tant co-benefits). Cost-benefit assessments could
be carried out to determine the mix.

Capacity-building plays a drastic role for NAMAs,
but it has to be tailored to address the different
needs of different developing countries. For least

developed countries (LDCs), there is a need for
even more flexibility: small-scale activities must
be promoted and additionality assessments sim-
plified, or even removed, in order to follow a
more ‘learning by doing’ approach. An impor-
tant capacity-building need for all non-Annex
I countries is the strengthening of GHG inven-
tory systems (still being improved even in Annex |
countries) in order to quantify developing coun-
tries’ efforts more effectively. In general and for
all scales, different stages or phases of readiness
and engagement should be defined, but with
flexibility depending on the country and even on
the sector of the country’s economy.

The question of readiness also calls for flexibil-
ity, and here a proposal made in the context of
REDD negotiations could be applicable. The
Parties have made many suggestions that an op-
erational framework for REDD+ action should be
developed to deliver effective means of imple-
mentation and finance by phases. It is argued®
that such an approach would be useful for
building confidence, enabling early action and
considering how different sources of funding
might be combined. The three phases defined
for REDD+ action that might also be applicable

5 IUCN, ‘Operational Framework for REDD action with specific refer-
ence to means of implementation and finance, October 2009.

to all mitigation actions are: 1) Preparation and
Readiness: involves the development of strategies
and capacity-building, and could be supported
through public and private, multilateral and bi-
lateral grant schemes; 2) Intermediate: involves
the establishment or strengthening of policies
and measures to allow implementation. Options
for funding could include voluntary contribu-
tions from governments, levies, multilateral con-
cessional financing sources, bilateral and private
funding, and early market payments; 3) Final: in-
volves verification of emission reductions or re-
movals by sinks. Mechanisms such as the carbon
market and fund-based mechanisms could de-
liver performance-based payments. Entry into all
phases would be different for each country.

All NAMAs, no matter what their nature, scale
or source of funding, should be quantified and
registered. The first reason for this is environ-
mental integrity. Furthermore, there are many
developing countries that are implementing
NAMAs using their own resources and that need
appropriate ways to quantify them in order to
put them forward later as their contribution or
even subtract these reductions from future miti-
gation targets. Also, appropriate and enhanced
MRV promoted at the national level would lower
transaction costs and increase the prices of
carbon credits. For all countries, but especially
the least developed countries, innovative ap-
proaches need to be developed, and flexibility
can also contribute to this. These innovative ap-
proaches could include NAMAs with a large com-
ponent of education and outreach that reduce,
and even more ‘avoid’ emissions (e.g. educating a
new generation of conscious citizens), and have
the potential to change not only production but
also consumption patterns that contribute to cli-
mate change. There is a need to develop a new
set of indicators to measure these contributions
in order to implement them effectively.



For each developing country, NAMAs should
aim to support sustainable development and
economic growth. For this to be implemented,
countries must integrate their NAMAs into de-
velopment and poverty reduction strategies and
plans. Countries that account for larger percent-
ages of global GHG emissions must focus first on
the actions that can result on the largest GHG
reductions, while other countries should focus
on those actions that are low cost, have h